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ABSTRACT
Various facial reconstruction techniques are used by forensic artists to assist in the
identification of human remains. In establishing the biological profile for completion of a
facial reconstruction, often the most difficult yet most important determination to make is
that of race and/or ancestry of the decedent.
By purposefully creating a facial reconstruction of an unidentified presumed
mixed-race female decedent, staying true to the tissue depth information arrived at as a
result of this researcher’s tests to determine her race, this author plans to investigate if
any biases arise among any potential parties involved in the forensic identification
process. This investigation was conducted through polling students at a predominantly
white university and a predominantly black university in order to compare how
individuals of different races and ancestral backgrounds view race and ancestry and to
compare their responses.
A public survey regarding the completed clay facial reconstruction was conducted
at Louisiana State University (LSU) and Southern University (SU), both located in Baton
Rouge, Louisiana.
Participants answered questions regarding the race and ancestry of the woman
represented by the clay facial reconstruction (134 total; LSU = 71, and SU = 63). The
responses from the surveys between both campuses were similar. The largest number of
students believed the woman’s race to be white (41.8%) and her ancestry to be European
(28.4%) when compared to the other labels.
This researcher employed the Pearson’s chi-square test to assess if the responses
to the survey were significantly different (5% significance level with three significant
digits for rounding). The comparisons of survey responses found a significant difference
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between the two universities for the race identification only; all other comparisons based
on sex, self-identified race of the respondent, and responses to ancestry were not
significantly different. Additionally, the most frequently referenced facial features were
the nose and the lips, respectively, in the surveys. Although the responses of the students
of the two institutions did not deviate significantly in the way in which they identified
specific racial features, their answers were diverse. Future research on this topic should
be motivated by questioning if scientific practices are sufficient enough to capture this
issue — an issue which is also socially scientific
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
Forensic facial reconstruction has played an important role in the identification of
human skeletal remains for a little more than 20 years. The forensic artist works in
conjunction with an anthropologist who usually provides important information from the
biological profile before he or she can begin the facial reconstruction. The primary
information that the forensic artist needs is the estimation of sex, age, and ancestry. Of
these three, ancestry often is more difficult to determine. A person is usually classified as
Negroid (black), Caucasoid (European or white) or Mongoloid (Southwest Asian and
New World indigenous groups), and the artist uses this anthropological information to
create a facial reconstruction of the deceased in order to aid in the identification of the
remains.
According to Novotny et al., (1993), ancestry is one of the most vital
determinations that must be made when dealing with skeletal remains. When the forensic
anthropologist cannot classify a person exclusively into one ancestral group, that person
is labeled as a mixed-race individual.
This research examines the difficulties associated with a mixed-race forensic
specimen in the facial reconstruction process. This study will bring attention to the
effects that a potentially inaccurate determination of ancestry for a forensic case can have
on both the public and the experts. The public sphere will be the primary focus in this
research endeavor. By purposefully creating a facial reconstruction of an unidentified
presumed mixed-race person, staying true to the tissue depth information arrived at as a
result of this researcher’s tests to determine the race of the individual, this author plans to
investigate if any biases arise among any potential parties involved in the forensic
identification process. This investigation will be conducted through polling students at a
1	
  	
  

predominantly white university and a predominantly black university in order to compare
how individuals of different races and ancestral backgrounds view race and ancestry and
to see how their responses may differ.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 A Foundation for Mixed-Race Ancestry
The famed folklorist, Zora Neale Hurston, wrote in her 1942 biography, Dust
Tracks on a Road, on the history of Native-American and African-American population
mixing in America. The following quote highlights her reflections.
“It is a well known fact that no matter where two sets of people come together,
there are bound to be some in betweens…There is no ‘the Negro here’. Our Lives
are so diversified, internal attitudes so varied, appearances and capabilities so
different, that there is no possible classification that will cover us all” (Hurston
1995:192).
James Hugo Johnston, who celebrated the kind of population mixing that Hurston dealt
with, uses the class commonly referred to as the “mulatto” in his work to highlight the
fact that whites also contributed to the race mixing process. Johnston notes that whites
had not succeeded in avoiding racial intermixture, and, in continuing his research, he
observed, “the class commonly called the mulatto is the result, in many instances, of the
union of the three racial elements” (Johnston 1970:172).
In order to analyze various scenarios in which different racial groups have mixed
throughout the United States since the 1700s, the three major groups included in this
study are Native Americans (Indian), Europeans (white) and Africans (blacks). The
standard terminology in the field of forensic anthropology for these groups, Mongoloid
(Southwest Asian and New World Indigenous groups), Caucasoid (European or white)
and Negroid (African or black), are outdated; however, this author uses these terms
interchangeably in this research. In the following sections, some of the origins of
admixture (a mixing or mingling of ancestral populations) in the U.S are explored. A
3	
  	
  

brief though complex history of racial mixing, which provides the backdrop for the case
of a young female of presumed mixed-race, whose body was found in Louisiana in 1992,
is presented in the next four sections. Additionally, chapters 3-5 discuss the reasons why
this researcher and others have come to the conclusion that she is a mixed-race
individual. To this date, she remains unidentified. Her face was reconstructed in clay for
this research. In order to understand the history and significance of facial reconstruction
in a forensic context, a history of its application is required. But first, a consideration of
the history of race mixing in the United States (U.S.).
2.1.1 Negro-White Families
The first component of this literary query of U.S. admixture origin concerns the
rise of Negro-white families during slavery, through its subsequent institutionalization,
abolition, and during the Jim Crow era in the U.S. The use of the term “Negro” in some
instances of this section as well in the next section is not intended to privilege Jim-Crow
era terminology. Instead, the current author uses this term to remain consistent with
others who have written on the topic of interaction between white individuals (those of
European descent), and the black enslaved and other individuals of African descent living
in America during the eighteenth, nineteenth and twentieth centuries. In most cases, the
usage of the authors cited is followed to reflect the categories in use at the time.
One aspect of Negro-white relations during times of slavery in America concerns
indentured servants and slaves. From the time that Jamestown was established in
Virginia in 1607 to the settlement of Savannah in 1733, the succession of enforced labor
had gone from Native Americans to European indentured servants to African slaves. In
fact, the indentured servant pattern of servitude provided the model for slavery that was
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to come later (Smedley 2007). African slaves became the ideal workers in meeting the
labor demands of early America. However, they did not completely replace the wave of
European indentured servants. A need for distinction was not immediate, as servants
were called slaves, and a difference between servitude and slavery was not that clear
(Smedley 2007). Therefore, indentured servants and slaves carried out many of their
daily regiments with each other, such as eating and sleeping; also, they shared in the
receipt of reprimands from their owners for things such as escapes (Morgan 1975).
Because black men and women shared in such activities with their European
counterparts, intimate involvement across races was almost inevitable. “It was common
for servants and slaves to run away together, steal hogs together, get drunk together [thus]
it was not uncommon for them to make love together”(Morgan 1975: 327). In contrast to
the Negro unions of the early 1900s, no stigma was yet associated with these mixed-race
intermarriages of the 1700s.
Just as white plantation owners and slave masters desired black women, white
women, both indentured and those of the wealthier classes who came from families with
slave head rights, desired black men. According to the historian, Anthony Parent, five
out of every ten black men on the Eastern Shore, along the coastal borders of Virginia
and Maryland, near the Chesapeake Bay, were married to white women during the latter
half of the eighteenth century (Parent 2003:144). Sometimes, their desires for black men
led white women into actions that put them at risk of wrath and punishment. In fact, one
indentured European girl even declared to her master that she would rather marry a Negro
slave on a neighboring plantation than marry him with all his property, and she did
(Morgan 1998).
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An additional aspect of the African slave trade in America from which the origins
of Negro-white families stem is the intimate relationships between slaves owners and
their slaves. Many white men who owned slaves were leading a hidden, double life,
becoming sexually involved with one or more enslaved women. The women involved in
these interracial relations became so either by their own free will or by force. As a result,
many of these enslaved women often bore the children of their masters and other white
men. In addition to involvement with enslaved persons, white men and women alike
were involved with free persons of color and engaged not only in sexual intercourse, but
many also strived to build and maintain family relationships with their partners. As
generation after generation was born, the “Negro-white” family became more and more
prevalent across the country (Dormon 1996; Desdunes 2001; Clark and Gould 2002).
Members of this group and others considered people of Negro-white family
lineage as part of the better class of Colored Americans in the United States, because
being a part of Negro-white lineage afforded them socioeconomic opportunities that
would have otherwise been off limits to them. In the early 1920s, researchers began to
trace and document the history of Negro-white families in this country (Golden 1953).
Negro-white families were found in all regions across the United States, from the
Deep South (in states such as Louisiana) to the north (in states such as Pennsylvania). In
Philadelphia, marriage records of Negro-white unions included the information from the
Civil War, post-war, prosperity, and depression periods in American history (Golden
1953). Although Negro-white unions were taboo during these periods, several possible
explanations for why Negro-white families increased in number during these times can be
found. One of those explanations is that a significant percentage of the white spouses of
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these marriages were ignorant of the fact that there was strong disapproval of such unions
in US society at the time. This lack of awareness can possibly be attributed to the white
immigrants not being aware of social/cultural taboos (Golden 1953).
In a nativity study done on the cities of Boston and New York, foreign-born white
males from Europe, along with native-born black females, were over-represented in these
interracial marriages. For many of these unions, color selection may have been a strong
influence as the males may have been more attracted to the darker nationalities and opted
for the Negro woman in America. In their minds, women of darker skin color possessed
an eroticism that was very appealing and gave them a unique sense of power upon sexual
intimacy (Wirth and Goldhamer 1944). Additionally, a review of previous studies on the
topic of Negro-white marriages makes it apparent that most Negro-white intermarriages
took place between Negro men and white women (Wirth and Goldhamer 1944; Golden
1954).
When discussing the offspring of Negro-white intermarriages, the subject of “race
passing” must be part of the discussion. Passing, based on skin color, allowed a mixedblood individual to set a racial designation socially that had the best interest of his or her
economic and vocational well-being in focus. Often this practice began in childhood for
children of mixed-race parentage. Many of the early twentieth century studies include
little data on children. Reasons for this lack of data center around the societal pressures
of the time, especially with regard to children.
In a newspaper interview in the 1940s, a white woman who was married to a
Negro newspaperman complained “Life for me is far from simple and equally difficult
for my husband. But our problem is small compared to that which our child is
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facing…the older a child of mixed blood becomes, the less desirable he is socially…His
problem will only be solved when race prejudice is replaced by tolerance” (Wilmot
1948:16).
Societal and educational disadvantages and lack of access to other opportunities
experienced by mixed-blood individuals during this period in American history were
strong influences in the decision to pass as Negro or to pass as white. According to
Conyers and Kennedy (1963), among the more common reasons given as to why a Negro
might undertake to pass are improved economic and vocational opportunities. There are
very few exceptions to the consideration of economic advantage as a major incentive for
passing. In many occupational areas, certain professional, technical, managerial, and
clerical jobs were relatively closed to Negroes. If not closed to them, training,
recruitment, upgrading and other important benefits were found to be wanting. Thus,
passing became one mechanism by which the economic and vocational values of the
dominant group could be obtained (Conyers and Kennedy 1963). In Golden’s studies on
Negro-white intermarriage patterns, one of the Negro men interviewed was grateful to his
white mother for his light color, which made it possible for him to obtain jobs that would
have been out of his reach if he had been darker (Golden 1954:146).
2.1.2 African-Indian Relations
The next component of this literature review focuses on contact situations
between the indigenous Native American populations and people of African descent.
Several forms of alliances existed between blacks and the native peoples of America, and
these alliances included social, sexual, familial, and legal assistance under the Spanish
system (Jones 2001).
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Many modern-day descendants of this black-Indian mixed bloodline display a
very high level of pride in their Indian heritage. One reason for such a high degree of
pride was tied to the aspirations of blacks to get out of slavery by any means. “Black
men preferred Native American women to black women because children born of them
would be free” (Pereira 1994:97). In an interview conducted by the Federal Writers
project of the Works Progress Administration (WPA), Frank Berry, a native of
Jacksonville, Florida, acknowledged this context of population mixing for he identified
himself as a grandson of Osceola. Osceola, who lived from 1804 to1838, was a very
influential leader among the Seminole Indians. He is considered “the last fighting chief
of the Seminole tribe” (Lovett 1998:221). According to Berry, the Seminole had
kidnapped his grandmother, and Berry noted that the Seminole often intermarried with
captured and escaped slaves. Although his grandmother was eventually retaken by her
former slave master, she passed on to her son a history of his Native American heritage
that celebrated the bravery of the people on his father’s side of the family (Lovett 1998).
The Seminole tribes are one of the major groups of Native Americans from which
the “black Indian” was born. Black Indian is a term that refers to those of African
American descent who posses a significant degree of Native American ancestry,
including physical and genetic make-up, social, cultural, and historical customs and
traditions.
According to Scott (1991), a black Seminole village contained both freemen and
those whom the Indians claimed as slaves. Many of the Seminole blacks were former
slaves from the plantations in Florida and nearby states of Georgia and South Carolina
who had either run away, been captured in battle, or who were purchased by Seminole
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chiefs. After many years filled with battle against soldiers, slave hunters and even other
Indians, the black Seminole finally found their way to Texas, among other places, for
refuge. During the time leading up to this, however, they lost brave war leaders, and
many of the group fell victim to slavery, mutilation, and massacre; it was not uncommon
for tribes to contribute to this process (Scott 1991). The Creek, who were old enemies of
the Seminole, participated, along with slave hunters, in the kidnapping of many of the
black Indians and sold them into slavery.
Today many descendants of these black Indians gather in Texas on a regular basis
to honor the memory of their ancestors in an effort to preserve their heritage (Lovett
1998). Texas, however, was not the only place that the Black Seminole migrated; large
concentrations of the Black Seminole descendants honor their heritage in places such as
the Bahamas and Louisiana (Bruenlin et al. 2009; Howard 2002).
The Seminole was not the only group of Indians who had an African element
introduced into the bloodline of its members. Many tribes across the United States had
such an experience. This extensive list includes, but is not limited to, the Croatan Indians
of North Carolina, the Melungeons, the Redbones, the Atakapa, and Opelousa of
Louisiana, the Cajans of Alabama, the Guineas of West Virginia, the Wesorts of
Maryland, the Moors and Nanticokes of Delaware, the Jackson Whites of New York and
New Jersey, and the Issues of Amherst County, Virginia. Several also had a European
(white) element introduced into their bloodline (Price 1953; Kniffen et al. 1987). A few
of these groups are relevant to the current research and are discussed here.
Five parishes in Louisiana—Calcasieu, Rapides, Beauregard, Vernon and
Allen—are home to Redbones. (Price 1953; Kniffen et al. 1987). The Redbones, and
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their existence as free persons of color, and the only Indian group with English names
(evidenced by Louisiana historical records), provides validity for the statement made by
James Hugo Johnston - “the class commonly called the mulatto is the result, in many
instances, of the union of the three racial elements” (1970:172). This statement is a part
of Johnston’s efforts to bring attention to the developmental origins of race mixing in
America. Origins of the Redbones can also be traced to the eastern coast of the United
States because documentary records indicate that the majority of Redbone families
originated outside of the state of Louisiana. In addition to suggesting Indian blood, the
term “redbone” is a South Carolina term for “mixed bloods”, and groups ancestral to the
“Louisiana Redbones” came primarily from South Carolina. In South Carolina, the
redbones faced legal classification as "other free persons" in other words, non-white.
Thus, they migrated to the hills and prairies of western Louisiana, following the
Louisiana Purchase in 1803 (Price 1953; Kniffen et al. 1987).
The Redbone migration is summed up by this author as one filled with resistance.
Once in Louisiana, these settlers successfully resisted categorization as non-white.
Enough discrimination existed for them to feel the need to establish their own
communities with churches, stores, and schools (Price 1953).
Shared or similar-sounding terminology among the names of Native American
groups was very common in the South. The term “Cajan” is used to describe a group of
about 3000-4000 mixed-blood individuals living in the state of Alabama (Price 1953).
The Cajans discussed here should not be confused with the Nova Scotian (formerly
Acadian) “Cajun” groups that were expelled from continental Acadia by Britain in the
1750s and eventually migrated to South Louisiana. Today a member of this group is

	
  
11	
  

often times referred to as the Louisiana Acadian or “Cajun”, and they are the descendants
of the Acadian exiles of the 1750s (Kniffen et al. 1987). The story of the Cajans of
Alabama starts off with a family history of freedom from enslavement. According to
Price (1953), a free colored man named Reed, said to have come from Jamaica, married a
mulatto slave woman after arrival and later purchased her freedom. From their union
descended eight children, 56 grandchildren, and at least 202 great-grandchildren. By the
time of Price’s research in the early 1950s, the Reed legacy most likely was in its eighth
or ninth generation. Two other similarly large families, the Weavers and the Byrds, are
said to comprise this group known as the Cajans. The Indian component of the Cajan
population is attributed to Geronimo’s Indians, who were detained at nearby Mt. Vernon
in 1890, are said to have contributed blood to the Cajan dynasty (Price 1953).
As time passed, generations of African-Indian descendants have intermingled
with people from various ethnic backgrounds, including those of European descent.
Although they do not classify themselves with the colored population at large, the
Jackson whites, as Price calls them, the only large mixed group of the north (in northern
New Jersey and southern New York), is the only one whose members have been willing
to join in with the Negroes and to accept this groups’ burdens as their own. Many of the
traditions that this mixed group of people practice are seen as an indication of a very
diverse ethnic background (Price 1953).
2.1.3 A Creolized South
Within this exploration of admixture in America, it is appropriate to discuss
aspects of creolization in the history of the southern portion of the United States before
bringing this brief review to a close. Due to the diverse array of peoples that have
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migrated and settled in Louisiana over the last 300 or so years alone, this state is the focal
point for this particular component of the discussion. The following are just a few of
many elements that have shaped the history of admixture in the state of Louisiana.
Of all the states in the continental United States of America, Louisiana is probably
considered the state with the highest concentration of racial mixture. This can be
attributed to its French colonial history, settlement by a diversity of groups, and eventual
Spanish rule. With the slave trade of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries and
Spanish arrival and rule, it was inevitable that Louisiana would serve as a stew of
ethnicities. Some components involved in the shaping of this melting pot are discussed
next.
One primary character in the development of Louisiana’s rich and long history of
racial admixture has often been somewhat of a heroine. She is the Creole woman of
color. Her development starts in slavery. Between 1719 and 1750, many of the first
generation of enslaved Africans came to Louisiana and a second, creolized generation
was born (Clark and Gould 2002). This went on for several decades until about 1737
when the slave trade, which had been entering into America directly through the New
Orleans colony, came to an almost complete 40-year standstill. It did not resume until the
year 1776, when Spanish rule re-instituted the slave trade (Clark and Gould 2002).
During the active years of the slave trade, thousands of men, women, and children
entered the Louisiana colony. Unforeseen to many at the time, this introduction of new
people would drastically affect the racial makeup of Louisiana.
Although enslaved African women constituted a minority when compared to their
enslaved male counterparts, they still were highly valued in the eyes of many of their
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masters and other white males. Many of them worked in the homes of their slave owners,
performing household labor. Many times they cared for their master’s children,
performing all of the duties of a modern-day nanny.
At the same time, many of these enslaved women had their own children, and
these children were often the offspring of white male slave masters. This was, indeed, a
common occurrence at the time, so common that the Code Noir, established under French
influence, became something unfavored by many slave owners who had created double
family lives with interracial ties for themselves. The Code Noir also known as the Black
Code was a decree passed by King Louis XIV of France in 1685 that defined the
conditions of slavery in the French colonial empire. This was a very extensive code
(containing 60 articles) that outlined restrictions in the activities of free blacks, forbade
the exercise of any religion other than Roman Catholicism and ordered all Jews out of
France's colonies (Dormon 1996; Jolivette 2007; Clark and Gould 2002). According to
Clark and Gould (2002), under this French code, in order to grant an enslaved person
freedom, owners had to petition the Louisiana Superior Council. Only an owner could
initiate manumission, and it was a public act that required time, effort, and a willingness
to reveal the intimate relationships between white men and women of color that often lay
behind such proceedings. Predictably, few masters subjected themselves to the tedious
and potentially embarrassing process.
Creole women of color played a special role in the development and preservation
of the religious sector of Louisianan society, primarily the Catholic Church. These
included Madame Louisa R. Lamotte, a literary and educational icon; Virginie Girodeu, a
tragedienne in amateur theater and teacher of the Renaissance; and Madame the Widow,
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Bernard Couvent, a woman who dedicated her lifetime, common sense, and resources to
the education of poor children and indigent orphans. These three are just a few of the
many Creole women who displayed worthy levels of generosity and selflessness in the
work they performed to benefit the church, the enslaved, and the less fortunate (Desdunes
2001). For the purposes of this research, only one Creole woman shall be discussed more
in depth: Sister Henriette Delille.
Henriette Delille is a descendant of slaves. Her first female ancestor arrived in
New Orleans among the first shipment of African slaves forcibly transported to Louisiana
in the 1720s, almost a century before Delille was born. Nanette [Dubreuil] is the greatgreat-grandmother of Henriette Delille, and she lived in Louisiana until her death in the
1790s. Nanette’s union to Claude Joseph Dubreuil Sieur and the vicissitudes of the slave
trade sparked what became a racially mixed family tree by the time of Delille’s birth in
the year 1812 (Clark and Gould 2002).
Henriette Delille was born to an ancestral quadroon family who trained and
supplied the women of their legacy to be the mistresses of white men. However, Delille
resisted this predetermined destiny, as she had different plans for her life. Henriette
wished to be a nun, but her family’s tradition in unions completely clashed with her plans
and that of nine other young women of color like her, who taught religion to the slaves of
old New Orleans. In 1842, Delille and a small band of companions took the first formal
steps toward the formation of the canonical order of the Soeurs de Sainte Famile—the
Sisters of the Holy Family (Clark and Gould 2002).
Delille died in 1862, and although she never married and never had any children
to add to her family tree, her legacy lives on in the hundreds of Sisters of the Holy Family
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working in parts of the United States and Central and South America. Henriette Delille is
the first person of African-American heritage whose cause for canonization has been
officially opened by the Roman Catholic Church.
Although Delille herself did not physically contribute to racial admixture through
bearing her own children, many other free women of color (i.e. her own female relatives
who were trained to take on lifestyles in which they would become the mistresses of
white men) did so through children that they bore; this is the way in which Delille’s own
life and legacy informs this research. Had it not been for her rebellion against the
traditions of the women in her family, she most likely would have become another
woman of color who gave birth to children of a white father, thus, making her own
contribution to race mixture.
New Orleans, Louisiana, in the late 1850s, provides one final example of how the
complicated history of race mixing started to play out in America. Jane “Alexina”
Morrison was a fifteen year-old blond haired, blue-eyed girl sold in the slave market in
January of 1857. When she escaped her master, James White, later that year, she did not
see him again for another nine months at which time she was filing suit against him for
her freedom on the grounds that she was white, and thus could not be legally sold as a
slave. Her claim was that she was born to white parents and that she had been kidnapped
from her Arkansas home and forced into slavery (Holt 2004).
In the end, although it took four years, Alexina won her case based on her
physical whiteness and her white behavior. President Abraham Lincoln had passed the
Emancipation Proclamation by that time (the year 1863). Shortly after, the 13th
Amendment was ratified, and Morrison v. White, along with many other cases like it, was
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rendered moot. No one could be held as a slave any longer, regardless of color, behavior,
physical appearance, etc. (Holt 2004).
2.1.4 Hispanic Ancestry
As an important part of evaluating the history of race in the South, a brief
discussion on the need to distinguish Hispanic ancestry must be included. The inclusion
of this section is compelled by the research of several scholars who have been working to
improve the methods for identifying Hispanics in the forensic record. They believe that
it is very important to distinguish individuals of Hispanic ancestry from those of
European ancestry. One researcher in particular describes the Hispanic sample of his
skeletal collection as “a highly variable group, and any given indication will show
considerable variation from this picture. Some appear much more Anglo, while others
look more Indian” (Rhine 1990:15). Another researcher defines Southwest Hispanics as
admixed Europeans, Indigenous Native Americans and possibly Africans (Anderson
2008). Additionally, other researchers proclaim Hispanic individuals can have differing
degrees of Native American, European, and African ancestry (Lisker and Babinsky
1996). Finally, the methods of the U.S. Census Bureau of employing race labels capped
off the list of factors that led to the ultimate decision of this author to create a ‘Hispanic
Races’ category in organizing the results in chapter 4 of the current research. Although
Hispanic individuals have distinct ethnicities and cultures that vary from country to
country, once inside the U.S., they are referred to as Hispanic, regardless of their country
of origin (de la Cruz and Ramirez 2003, Spradley et al. 2008).
Chapters 3-5 discuss the reasons why this researcher and others have come to
conclusion that the unidentified female decedent analyzed in the current research is a
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mixed-race individual. To this date, she remains unidentified. Her face was
reconstructed in clay for this research. In order to understand the history and significance
of facial reconstruction in a forensic context, a history of its application is required.
2.2 Facial Reconstruction Techniques
The use of facial reconstruction techniques has a long history that extends to the
times of the ancient Egyptians with the creation of artistic renderings known as death
masks (Prag and Neave 1997, Wilkinson 2004). Although many of these death masks are
considered inaccurate, they provided the essential beginnings of facial reconstruction
(Prag and Neave 1997, Wilkinson 2004). As the ability to sculpt life-like faces directly
over skulls became known, so did its usefulness. Eventually, facial reconstruction took a
shift and began to be employed in scientific and medico-legal cases.
German anatomists were the first to create facial reconstructions that were labeled
as “scientific,” and they used such projects for the purposes of identifying famous people
(Prag and Neave 1997, Wilkinson 2004, Kermi et al. 2007). For example, in the 1890s,
W. His, a German anatomist, created a reconstruction from the skull of music composer
and organist Johann Sebastian Bach. In addition, researchers who also created scientific
facial reconstructions tested Dr. Wilton Krogman’s 1946 hypothesis on the reasonable
likeness of the face in life as predicted from the skull. Dr. Krogman is credited with
laying the foundation for facial reconstruction as it is practiced in the United States today
(Taylor 2001).
On an international scale, forensic artists and specialists alike practice three
categories of facial reconstruction techniques. These include facial restoration,
photographic superimposition, and facial reconstruction. The following sections of this
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chapter are primarily concerned with those methods and techniques that are classified
under the facial reconstruction category. More specifically, this study will focus on the
manual practices of this discipline: two- and three-dimensional facial reconstruction.
These manual reconstruction methods are divided into sub-groups, with the twodimensional method being simply known as the artistic method. The three-dimensional
methods include the anatomical, sparse tissue-depth, and combination methods (Kermi et
al. 2007).
2.3 Two-Dimensional Method
Two-dimensional facial reconstruction is a practice of forensic art that involves
the process of creating a rendering of an individual by drawing. This is usually done with
a paper medium that has a good degree of transparency. An ideal art material for this is
tracing paper, which is placed over photographs of the skull. When employing the 2-D,
or Artistic Method, for facial reconstruction, the artist creates facial likenesses of the
specimen with frontal and lateral photographs of the skull. The photographs are usually
frontal and lateral views of a pegged cranial specimen positioned in the Frankfurt
horizontal plane (Needham et al. 2003). As with the three-dimensional methods of facial
reconstruction, in the two-dimensional methodology, the artist will attach peg markers of
various lengths to the skull based on the standard tissue-depth tables that have been
established for the particular category of race into which the forensic case most
accurately fits. Race, or ancestry, determination for the skull is very important for the
facial reconstruction to move forward successfully. Section 2.4.2 of this chapter will go
into tissue depth derivations in more detail.
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2.4 Three-Dimensional Methods
Three-dimensional methods of facial reconstruction are used many times when
postmortem drawings are not useful or when there is an extremely high level of
decomposition that has already taken place on the body. According to Taylor (2001), a
postmortem drawing is the reanimation of the face from a deceased photograph that adds
the look of ‘life’ to the deceased. However, when postmortem photographs are not
reliable and decomposition has caused significant changes to the face of the deceased,
these types of drawings may not be possible. A method of reproducing the face from the
skull may then become the only viable approach.
Although positive identifications have resulted from both two- and threedimensional methods, in some cases, one method may be indicated over another, or the
artist may prefer a certain method or have greater skill in a particular method (Taylor
2001). Many times, it is simply this situation that results in the use of three-dimensional
facial reconstruction. At this stage of the identification process, the skull and the
information that it may offer via cephalometric points will be used by the artist and the
anthropologist to create as accurate an image of the deceased as possible.
Three-dimensional methods of facial reconstruction are essentially a combination
of art and science. The anatomical, or Russian method, the “sparse-tissue”, or American
method, and the combination, or Manchester method will now be more thoroughly
described.
2.4.1 Anatomical Approach
The holistic scheme of the anatomical, or Russian, approach involves the artists
“reconstruct[ing] the face by sculpting muscles, glands and cartilage on the skull, in
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effect fleshing out the skull. The skull gives information about the origins and insertions
of the facial muscles, or where the muscles begin and end. These parameters, interpreted
by a specialist with a thorough knowledge of human and comparative anatomy and
biomechanics, provide the information necessary to produce a component reconstruction
from a skull” (Anderson 1990:12). Mikhail Gerasimov, an anthropologist who worked at
Irkutsk University in Russia in the early twentieth century, developed the Anatomical
Method (Wilkinson 2004). This probably would not have occurred had Gerasimov not
studied forensic medicine, as it was only after he began studying this type of science that
he began working on facial reconstructions (Wilkinson 2004).
As with many of the hundreds of facial reconstructions that Gerasimov created,
reconstructions of the faces of fossil men usually are created following the guidelines of
the anatomical approach (Prag and Neave 1997; Wilkinson 2004). Those who choose to
practice this method should have considerable knowledge of anatomy, as almost every
muscle of the face has to be sculpted and correctly placed on the skull (Taylor 2001). In
Gerasimov’s work, facial reconstructions were built up in a layer-by-layer sequence with
the artist modeling all of the muscles, glands, and fat deposits onto the skull. Finally,
clay was molded to create a skin layer to cap off a realistic human skin thickness (Prag
and Neave 1997, Taylor 2001, Wilkinson 2004). Many find the meticulous nature of this
method very time consuming, requiring hundreds of hours of hands-on labor to create a
successful likeness of the decedent’s face in life (Wilkinson 2004).
In highlighting the arduous nature of the Anatomical Method, I will briefly refer
back to Gerasimov. In developing facial reconstructions, Gerasimov used the nasal
bones, brow, and upper jaws to determine the shape of the nose (Wilkinson 2004).
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Taylor (2001) refers to this group of features as one of the hardest areas of the face to
reconstruct accurately due to the abundance of soft tissue and the dearth of bone in this
area.
2.4.2 Tissue-Depth Approach
Due to the great amount of time and the extensive background in anatomy
required by practitioners of the anatomical method, the “sparse tissue-depth”, or
American, approach to facial reconstruction has grown in popularity over the anatomical
approach (Kermi et al. 2007). The American Method was developed by Betty Pat Gatliff,
a medical illustrator and sculpture artist, who adapted this method of rebuilding the
human face from Dr. Wilton Krogman’s published guidelines, or the “Rules of Thumb”
as he referred to them (Krogman 1962, Taylor 2001). These guidelines were fine-tuned
from Krogman and McCue’s earlier method developed in 1946 (Prag and Neave 1997,
Taylor 2001, Wilkinson 2004).
The American Method, as it has come to be called due to its frequent use by
American forensic artists (Taylor 2001, Wilkinson 2004), is most often used in forensic
investigations in the United States. This sparse tissue-depth method involves the artist
“us[ing] average skin-thickness measurements at [21] specific points on the skull to guide
the soft-tissue reconstruction” (Anderson 1990:12). These measurements are available
due to numerous research studies conducted to gather tissue depth information for various
anthropological landmarks of the skull from cadavers and living persons (Prag and Neave
1997, Manhein et al. 2000, Taylor 2001, Wilkinson 2004).
In accordance with the use of average skin thickness measurements, race must be
determined as accurately as possible. Almost all of the established skin-tissue
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measurement tables are organized with regard to sex and race, especially the three
common tables for ancestry under which most forensic specimens are categorized Caucasoid, Mongoloid, and Negroid. The sparse tissue-depth method is not as time
consuming as the anatomical method, but there still exists a meticulous nature in using
this reconstruction approach. Although the tissue depth method does not require a
thorough background in anatomy, any successful practitioner of this method has to have
artistic talents, with a strong emphasis on drawing ability (Taylor 2001).
2.4.3 Combination Approach
An experienced forensic artist could employ techniques from both the Russian
and American methods because they are not mutually exclusive. In fact, many
practitioners take advantage of the best aspects of each method, resulting in a procedure
known as the Manchester method (Clement and Marks 2005).
Developed by Manchester University professor Richard Neave, the Combination
or Manchester Method is viewed as a blending of both the Anatomical and Tissue-Depth
methods. The Manchester approach includes detailed sculpting of cranial muscles and
sensitive tissue-depth information (Prag and Neave 1997, Taylor 2001, Wilkinson 2004).
While he does use the same tissue depth methods of the American Method, Neave only
uses them to guide his rebuilding of the facial muscles, similar to the Russian approach
(Prag and Neave 1997, Wilkinson 2004).
One way that Neave has tested his combination method involves a study in which
he used four cadavers. In this experiment, Neave photographed, de-fleshed, and did
facial reconstructions on the skulls of the cadavers (Wilkinson 2004). After
reconstruction, he was able to match the reconstructions to the faces; his study proved a

	
  
23	
  

good degree of success as all of the reconstructions were distinct enough from each other
that they could not represent the same person (Wilkinson 2004). A great understanding
of both the Sparse-Tissue and American methods is essential to any sculptor employing
the Manchester method of facial reconstruction (Prag and Neave 1997, Wilkinson 2004).
2.5 Tissue-Depth Significance
The tissue depth markers are denoted by what are known as facial cephalometric
points. Facial cephlaometric points correspond to underlying skeletal craniometric points
(George 2007). Knowledge of the correlation of these facial points forms the scientific
basis of forensic facial approximation (George 1987, 1993). Dr. Robert George identifies
a total of 29 cephalometric points, in his 2007 publication, Facial Geometry: Graphic
Facial Analysis for Forensic Artists, in which he divides into the categories of cranial,
lateral, orbital, nasal, labial, mental, and auricular. However, most forensic artists
generally use 20-21 of these landmarks.
2.6 Research Plan
One recommendation made by Richard Neave informs this current research.
Neave believes that an anthropological background for the sculptor or forensic artist will
allow him or her a greater chance of producing faces appropriate to the ethnicity of the
skeletal remains (Prag and Neave 1997, Wilkinson 2004). With that in mind, it must be
noted that when developing a facial reconstruction for forensic purposes, race, or
ancestry, is one of the most important elements of the biological profile that the artist
needs to know to be able to create a reconstruction that can contribute to a positive
identification. While a significant error in age assignment could eliminate the actual
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individual in question from consideration, an incorrect diagnosis of race or sex makes
identification absolutely impossible (Novotny et al. 1993).
Although sex and age are also essential to the identification process, race is the
primary focus of this research. An inaccurate determination of race can have a
devastating influence on the entire forensic investigation. This author employed the
sparse-tissue depth method to create a facial reconstruction of an unidentified mixed-race
specimen. Based on the racial information offered primarily by the craniometric
information of the specimen, the tissue-depth guidelines for black females, ages 19-34,
were used to build the clay facial reconstruction. The author’s research goal was to
explore the potential for biases that may arise from both the artist and the public’s
position if a decedent’s ancestry is estimated in error. To explore this potential, this
author conducted a public survey of both undergraduate and graduate students asking
them to respond to questions concerning race and ancestry. This survey provided
important feedback for documenting realistic opinions and thoughts regarding the
public’s reaction to such a case that the average person might encounter in their own
lives. By choosing two campuses that differ from each other in student racial
demographics, it is the goal of this researcher to compare how individuals of different
races and ancestral backgrounds view race and ancestry in the unidentified decedent.
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CHAPTER THREE: MATERIALS AND METHODOLOGY
A facial reconstruction was created from the skull of an unidentified presumed
mixed-race female. The reconstruction was built following the guidelines of the SparseTissue, or American Method, which is the three-dimensional approach that was
developed by Betty Pat Gatliff (Taylor 2001).
FORDISC 3, an interactive discriminant functions program that is used by
forensic anthropologists to assist in the creation of a decedent’s biological profile, was
employed to assess the race and ancestry of the unidentified female decedent in this
study. This program, created by Stephen Ousley and Richard Jantz, compares potential
profiles to data contained in a database of skeletal measurements of modern humans.
Twenty-three of the decedent’s cranial measurements were inputted into the FORDISC
software program. The cranial measurements used were selected in accordance with the
guidelines of Data Collection Procedures for Skeletal Material (Moore-Jansen et al.
1994).
In addition to FORDISC 3, categories of non-metric skeletal traits were used to
assist in the determination of the race and ancestry of the forensic case. A chart that was
developed by the Louisiana State University Forensic Anthropology and Computer
Enhancement Services Laboratory (LSU FACES Lab) was used to assess the degree of
certain non-metric skeletal traits on the woman’s skull (Appendix F). The FORDISC
results as well as information gleaned from the non-metric characteristics in regard to
ancestry are provided in the next chapter.
The materials used in this study include:
1. Basic sculpture toolkit: includes a flat wooden spatula, a wire tool, and a
pointed wooden stick
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2. Boley style gauge (in millimeters)
3. Metal scale (in millimeters)
4. Plastic brayer or roller
5. X-acto knife and appropriate blades
6. Oil-based modeling clay (10 to 13 lbs)
7. Rubber cement (or equivalent adhesive soluble in acetone)
8. Cotton balls
9. Cotton swabs
10. Vinyl machine eraser strips
11. Sand paper
12. Flexible mesh
13. Adjustable stand
This list was adapted from Taylor (2001).
The following phases, adapted from Manhein et al. (2000) and Taylor (2001),
were followed in the preparation and completion of the facial reconstruction.
Technical Phase:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Receipt of the skull/evidence transferal/record keeping
Gathering case information/anthropological input
Preparing and protecting the skull
Gluing the mandible to the cranium
Placement of skull on an adjustable stand
Orientation into the Frankfort Horizontal position
Cutting and applying tissue depth markers
Setting the prosthetic eyes (brown color)
Connecting tissue depth markers to establish facial contours

In stage seven of this technical phase, the measurements for the tissue depth
markers were based on the tissue-thickness table for 19 anthropological landmarks for
black females in the age-range of 19-34 years (Manhein et al. 2000). The decision to use
the tissue depth tables for black females is a result of the information generated from
several runs to determine the women’s biological profile in FORDISC 3.
Artistic Phase:
1. Development of the mouth
2. Development of the eyes
3. Development of the nose
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4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Development of the cheeks
Development of the ears
Texturing and surface
Development of Hair/ Texture
Finishing and photography

The clay facial reconstruction was created by the current author in the LSU
FACES Lab under the supervision of Ms. Mary H. Manhein and her staff.
A public survey regarding the clay facial reconstruction (Appendix A) polled 134
college students at Louisiana State University (71 participants) and Southern University
(63 participants), both located in Baton Rouge, Louisiana. Participants answered
questions regarding race and ancestry (Appendix A: Items 3-5). The purpose of
conducting the public survey of student peers was to gain insight into some of the many
ideas of race and ancestry that exist in society and to investigate if people of different
races and ancestral backgrounds view race and ancestry differently. Therefore, Louisiana
State University (LSU), a predominantly white institution, and Southern University (SU),
a predominantly black institution, were chosen by the current author as locations to
conduct this survey and gather data for this investigation. The survey data was also used
to examinee how the differences between the responses might be the result of biases. The
information gleaned from the survey responses can be applied to situations where a facial
reconstruction is used to assist law enforcement in the human identification process.
The survey was conducted at LSU on Monday, April 12, 2010, and Wednesday,
April 14, 2010, in an area known as Free Speech Alley in front of the LSU Union. The
survey was also conducted on the campus of SU on Tuesday, April 13, 2010, and
Thursday, April 15, 2010, in front of the Student Union. In order to conduct the survey,
this researcher was stationed at a table on each campus from 10am - 2pm daily. Through
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the simple utterance of the phrase “Hello, ma’am/sir. Would you like to take a survey?”,
this researcher solicited participation for this endeavor. Participation in this survey was
voluntary, and as a. standard, a brief explanation of the purposes of clay facial
reconstruction was provided to each survey participant. All other questions and concerns
were addressed on a case-by-case basis without providing this researcher’s personal
opinions to the survey items. The results of this survey are presented in the next chapter.

	
  
29	
  

CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS
4.1 Metric Results vs. Non-Metric Characteristics
In an effort to suggest ancestry for the case used in this study through metric
evaluation, the software program, FORDISC 3 was used. This software represents a
discriminant function analysis of certain measurements taken on the skull. Interpretation
of FORDISC results should proceed with caution. Two results from FORDISC, which
often are used to evaluate the strength of an ancestry assignment, include Posterior
probabilities (PPs) and typicality probabilities (TPs). pPs are the probability of
membership for the unknown skull in each group based on the relative distances to each
group, and they sum to 1. One of the underlying assumptions for PP is that the skull
actually belongs to one of the reference groups selected by the researcher for
comparison. FORDISC will always place the unknown skull into the group to which it
is most similar. A high pP score (higher than 750) offers some strength of interpretation.
A low PP score should raise a red flag. Typicality probabilities (TPs) represent how
likely an unknown skull belongs to one of the reference groups chosen for the analysis
and is based on the average variability of all the groups in the analysis. A low TP would
indicate that a skull is very atypical for the group into which the discriminant function
classified it (Jantz and Ousley 2005).
Twenty-three cranial measurements from the skull of the forensic case studied in
this research were entered into the FORDISC 3 software program. These skeletal
measurements were compared to those of 245 identified female individuals; the
breakdown of this particular group was 27 American Indian (AF), 56 Black (BF), 32
Hispanic (HF) and 130 White (WF). FORDISC is designed to classify a skull into one
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category and will place a case into the ancestral category that is the “closest fit” for the
groups considered. For graphic comparison purposes, FORDSIC allows a skull’s
measurements to be compared to three ancestral categories at a one time. The cranial
measurements of the decedent were compared to those in the FORDISIC database in
three different combinations of ancestral categories (AF, BF, HF; AF, BF, WF; AF, HF,
WF). After comparing the cranial measurements of the unidentified female decedent to
those in the FORDISC database, the female decedent was classified as follows.
In the first cranial comparison (AF, BF, HF), the skull was closest to the group of
black females. The posterior probability of these results was 0.997, and the typicality
probability was 0.581. In the second cranial comparison (AF, BF, WF), the skull was
closest to the group of black females. The posterior probability of these results was
0.924, and the typicality probability was 0.768. In the third cranial comparison (AF, HF,
WF), the skull was closest to the group of American Indian females, with a posterior
probability of 0.518, and a typicality probability of 0.987. Comprehensive analyses and
graph pages display these data in more detail (Appendix E).
The cranial measurements of the case were also compared to all four ancestral
groups used in these combinations (AF, BF, HF, WF). According to FORDISC, the skull
was closest to the group of black females in this particular comparison. The posterior
probability of these results was 0.965, and the typicality probability was 0.801. A
comprehensive analyses page displays these data in more detail (Appendix E), but as
previously mentioned, FORDSIC allows a case’s cranial measurements to be compared
against those of only three ancestral groups at a time for graphic purposes. Therefore, no
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graphic diagram of this particular comparison could be generated using this most up-todate version of the FORDISC software.
Three categories of race (American Indian, white, and black) were provided via
the LSU FACES Lab’s chart for cranial non-metric traits (Appendix F). After a thorough
assessment of the decedent’s skull, 11 out 19 (57.8%), six out of 18 (33.3%) and two out
of 19 (10.5%) of the American Indian, white, and black cranial non-metric traits,
respectively, were discovered on the woman’s skull by this researcher (Appendix F).
Therefore, if the assessment of the race of the young woman had been based solely on
cranial non-metric traits, this unidentified woman would be classified as American
Indian. These non-metric findings contrast with the metric results generated from
FORDISC 3.
Figures 4.1 and 4.2 are frontal and lateral views of the clay facial reconstruction
completed by this researcher. The images were provided to the survey participants prior
to taking the questionnaires.
4.2 Race Determinations
The results of the following three sections are extracted from the survey
participants’ answers to survey items 3, 4, and 5 because these items concerned the facial
reconstruction directly. Survey item 3 asked participants to provide a designation of race
for the woman represented by the clay facial reconstruction. Table 4.1 displays the LSU
participants’ responses to survey item 3. A total of 14 designations for race were
provided. These responses were condensed by this author into a list of seven categories
for racial designation as shown in Table 4.2. Table 4.3 displays the totals of these
condensed categories for the participants’ responses to survey item 3.
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Figure 4.1: Frontal View of Completed Clay Facial Reconstruction
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Figure 4.2: Lateral Views of Completed Clay Facial Reconstruction
(L - Top, R - Bottom)
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Table 4.4 displays the SU participants’ responses to survey item 3. A total of 15
designations for race were provided. As shown in Table 4.5, these responses were
condensed by this author into the same seven categories used for LSU to facilitate a
comparison between the campuses. Table 4.6 displays the totals of these condensed
categories of the participants.
Table 4.1 LSU Students Designation for Race of the Facial Reconstruction
Designation
African American
Aztec
Black
Caucasian
European
Hispanic
Human
Indian
Latin American
Mixed
Native American
Racially Ambiguous
White
Unsure
Total

Men

Women
4
0
2
6
1
0
0
1
1
3
1
0
5
2
26

Total
2
1
1
5
0
3
1
1
0
7
5
1
11
7
45

6
1
3
11
1
3
1
2
1
10
6
1
16
9
71

Table 4.2 Condensed Categories of LSU Students Designation for Race of the Facial
Reconstruction
Black

White

Mongoloid
(New World)

Hispanic

Mixed

Other

Unsure

African
American

Caucasian

Native American

Hispanic

Mixed

Human

Unsure

Black

European

Indian

Latin
Racially
American Ambiguous

White

Aztec
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Table 4.3 Totals - Condensed Categories of LSU Students Designation for Race of the
Facial Reconstruction
Category

Total

White

28

Black

9

Mongoloid

9

Hispanic

4

Mixed

11

Other

1

Unsure

9

Total

71

Table 4.4 SU Students Designation for Race of the Facial Reconstruction
Designation

Men

Women

Total

African American

5

0

5

Anglo-American

1

0

1

Asian

0

1

1

Black

5

7

12

Black (non-Hispanic)

0

1

1

Black Indian

1

0

1

Caucasian

5

2

7

European

0

1

1

German

2

0

2

Hispanic

4

0

4

Human (Early Origin)

1

0

1

Native American

4

0

4

White

5

11

16

White American

0

1

1

Unsure

4

2

6

37

26

63

Total
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Table 4.5 Condensed Categories of SU Students’ Designation for Race of the Facial
Reconstruction
Mongoloid
(New World)
Black
White
Hispanic Mixed
Other
Unsure
Human
African
Anglo
Black
(Early
American
American Native American Hispanic Indian
Origin) Unsure
Black
Black (nonHispanic)

Caucasian Asian
European
German
White
White
American

Table 4.6 Totals - Condensed Categories of SU Students’ Designation for Race of the
Facial Reconstruction
Category

Total

White

28

Black

18

Mongoloid

5

Hispanic Races

4

Mixed

1

Other

1

Unsure

6

Total

63

4.2.1 Statistical Analysis of Race Determinations
This researcher employed the chi-square test to assess if the responses to the
survey were significantly different assuming a 5% significance level. The responses to
survey item 3 are summarized in Tables 4.7, 4.8 and 4.9. In each test, the category that
contained the highest number of the respondents’ answers for the decedent’s ancestry was
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White, while the category Other contained the smallest number of the participants’
responses to this survey item. The chi-square tests were performed to test the null
hypothesis. The null hypothesis is the differences are due to random chance.
This researcher was interested in seeing if there was a significant difference
between the two campuses in the participants’ responses to survey item 3 “What is the
race of the woman represented in the images?” (Table 4.7). The chi-square test found a
significant difference between the responses (χ² = 12.664, degrees of freedom = 6, pvalue = 0. 0491).
Table 4.7 Breakdowns of Categories by Campus for the Race of the Facial
Reconstruction
Category

LSU (53%)

SU (47%)

Total

White

28 (20.9%)

28 (20.9%)

56 (41.8%)

Black

9 (6.7%)

18 (13.4%)

27 (20.1%)

Mongoloid

9 (6.7%)

5 (3.7%)

14 (10.4%)

Hispanic Races

4 (3.0%)

4 (3.0%)

8 (6.0%)

11 (8.2 %)

1 (0.7%)

12 (9.0%)

Other

1 (0.7%)

1 (0.7%)

2 (1.5%)

Unsure

9 (6.7%)

6 (4.5%)

15 (11.2%)

Mixed

Total

71
Percentages are based on total of 134.

63

This researcher was interested in seeing if there was a significant difference
between the two sexes in the participants’ responses to survey item 3 (Table 4.8). The
chi-square test found no significant difference between the responses (χ² = 3.824,
degrees of freedom = 6, p-value = 0.700).
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134

Table 4.8 Breakdowns of Categories by Sex for the Race of the Facial Reconstruction

Racial Category

Men (47%)

Women (53%)

Total

White

25 (18.7%)

31 (23.1%)

56 (41.8%)

Black

16 (11.9%)

11 (8.2%)

27 (20.1%)

Mongoloid

6 (4.5%)

8 (6.0%)

14 (10.4%)

Hispanic Races

5 (3.7%)

3 (2.2%)

8 (6.0%)

Mixed

4 (3.0%)

8 (6.0%)

12 (9.0%)

Other

1 (0.7%)

1 (0.7%)

2 (1.5%)

Unsure

6 (4.5%)

9 (6.7%)

15 (11.2%)

71

134

Total

63
Percentages are based on total of 134.

This researcher was interested in seeing if there was a significant difference
between the white and black survey participants in response to survey item 3 (Table 4.9).
Due to sample size, the Hispanic, Mixed-Race, Mongoloid, and Other categories of
survey participants (5.5% of the survey population who provided their own race on the
survey sheet) were excluded from this statistical test, which requires at least a sample size
of 5. The chi-square test found no significant difference between these two samples of
responses (χ² = 3.068, degrees of freedom= 5, p value = 0.690).
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Racial
Category
White
Black
Mongoloid
Hispanic
Mixed
Other
Unsure

Table 4.9 Breakdowns of Categories by Respondent’s Race for the Race of the
Facial Reconstruction
Black
White
Hispanic
Mixed
Other
Mongoloid
(64%)
(30.5 %) (1.5%)
(1%)
(1.5%)
(1.5%)
Total
35
17
1
1
0
0
54
(26.7%)
(13.0%)
(0.8%)
(0.8%)
(0%)
(0%)
(41.2%)
21
5
0
0
0
0
26
(16.0%)
(3.8%)
(0%)
(0%)
(0%)
(0%)
(19.8%)
8
5
0
0
0
1
14
(6.1%)
(3.8%)
(0%)
(0%)
(0%)
(0.8%)
(10.7%)
5
3
0
0
0
0
8
(3.8%)
(2.3%)
(0%)
(0%)
(0%)
(0%)
(6.1%)
7
5
0
0
0
0
12
(5.3%)
(3.8%)
(0%)
(0%)
(0%)
(0%)
(9.2%)
0
0
1
0
1
0
2
(0%)
(0%)
(0.8%)
(0%)
(0.8%)
(0%)
(1.5%)
8
5
0
0
1
1
15
(6.1%)
(3.8%)
(0%)
(0%)
(0.8%)
(0.8%)
(11.5%)

Total

84

40
2
1
Percentages are based on total of 131.

2

Additionally, of the total surveyed population in this study (134 participants),
three participants were excluded from this sample because they did not disclose their
race. Figures B.1, B.2, B.3 and B.4 illustrate the graphic comparisons of these data.
(Appendix B).
4.3 Ancestry Determinations
Survey item 4 asked participants to provide a designation of ancestry for the
woman represented by the clay facial reconstruction. Table 4.10 displays the LSU
participants’ responses, which had a total of 22 designations for ancestry. These
responses were condensed by this author into a list of seven categories for ancestral
designation as shown in Table 4.11. Table 4.12 displays the totals of these condensed
categories for the participants’ responses.
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2

131

Survey item 4 asked participants to provide a designation of ancestry for the
woman represented by the clay facial reconstruction. A total of 20 designations for
ancestry were provided by the students who took this survey at SU (Table 4.13). These
responses were condensed by this author into the same seven categories used for LSU to
facilitate a comparison between the campuses for ancestral designation as shown in Table
4.14. Table 4.15 displays the totals of these condensed categories for the participants’
responses.
Table 4.10 LSU Students Designation for Ancestry of the Facial Reconstruction
Designation
African
African-American
American
Anglo-Saxon
Asian
Aztec
Caucasian
Eastern European
European
French-Canadian
Greek
Italian
Jewish
Latin American
Mixed
Mongoloid
Native American
Old
Russian
South American
Spanish
Unsure

Men

Total
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Women

Total

4
1
1
1
0
0
1
0
4
0
1
1
0
1
3
0
2
0
1
0
0
5

1
1
0
0
2
1
0
1
8
1
0
0
1
0
9
1
6
1
0
1
1
10

5
2
1
1
2
1
1
1
12
1
1
1
1
1
12
1
8
1
1
1
1
15

26

45

71

Table 4.11 Condensed Categories of LSU Students Designation for Ancestry of the
Facial Reconstruction
The
Americas
Africa
Asia
Europe
Mixed Other Unsure
African
African
American

Asian

Anglo Saxon

Aztec

Mongoloid Caucasian
Eastern
European

Mixed

Old

Unsure

American
Native
American
Latin
American
South
American

European
French
Canadian
Greek
Italian
Jewish
Russian
Spanish

Table 4.12 Totals - Condensed Categories of LSU Students Designation for Ancestry of
the Facial Reconstruction
Category
Africa
Asia
Europe
The Americas
Mixed
Other
Unsure

Total
7
3
21
12
12
1
15

Total

71
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Table 4.13 SU Students Designation for Ancestry of the Facial Reconstruction
Designation

Men

Women

Total

African

6

2

8

African-American

5

2

7

Anglo-Saxon

1

0

1

Asian

0

1

1

Black

0

2

2

Caucasian

2

1

3

Eastern European

1

0

1

European

1

2

3

Indian

0

1

1

Irish

1

1

2

Italian

0

1

1

Jewish

1

1

2

Mixed

4

0

4

Mulatto

1

0

1

Native American

6

1

7

Neanderthal

1

0

1

Russian

0

1

1

Spanish

2

0

2

White American

0

1

1

Unsure

5

9

14

37

26

63

Total
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Table 4.14 Condensed Categories of SU Students Designation for Ancestry of the Facial
Reconstruction
The
Americas
Africa
Asia
Europe
Mixed Other
Unsure
Native
Asian
African
Anglo Saxon American
Mixed Neanderthal Unsure
African
American
Indian
Caucasian
Mulatto
Eastern
European
Black
European
Irish
Italian
Jewish
Russian
Spanish
White
American

Table 4.15 Totals - Condensed Categories of SU Students Designation for Ancestry of
the Facial Reconstruction
Category

Total

Africa

17

Asia

2

Europe

17

The America

7

Mixed

5

Other

1

Unsure

14

Total

63
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4.3.1 Statistical Analysis of Ancestry Determinations
This researcher employed the chi-square test to assess if the responses to the
survey were significantly different assuming a 5% significance level. The responses to
survey item 4 are summarized in Tables 4.16, 4.17 and 4.18. In each test, the category
that contained the highest number of the respondents’ answers for the decedent’s ancestry
was Europe while the category Other contained the smallest number of the participants’
responses to this survey item. The chi-square tests were performed to test the null
hypothesis. The null hypothesis is the differences are due to random chance.
This researcher was interested in seeing if there was a significant difference
between the two campuses in the participants’ responses to survey item 4 “What is the
ancestry of the woman represented in the images?” (Table 4.16). The chi-square test
found no significant difference between the responses (χ² = 8.573, degrees of freedom= 6,
p-value = 0.199).
Table 4.16 Breakdown of Categories by Campus for the Ancestry of the Facial
Reconstruction
Ancestral Category

LSU (53%)

SU (47%)

Total

Africa

7 (5.2%)

17 (12.7%)

24 (17.9%)

Asia

3 (2.2%)

2 (1.5%)

5 (3.7%)

21 (15.7%)

17 (12.7%)

38 (28.4%)

The Americas

12 (9.0%)

7 (5.2%)

19 (14.2%)

Mixed

12 (9.0%)

5 (3.7%)

17 (12.7%)

Other

1 (0.7%)

1 (0.7%)

2 (1.5%)

15 (11.2%)

14 (10.4%)

29 (21.6%)

Europe

Unsure
Total

71
Percentages are based on total of 134.
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63

134

This researcher was interested in seeing if there was a significant difference
between the two sexes in the participants’ responses to survey item 4 (Table 4.17). The
chi-square test found no significant difference between the responses (χ² = 10.235,
degrees of freedom = 6, p-value = 0.11509816).

Table 4.17 Breakdown of Categories by Sex for the Ancestry of the Facial
Reconstruction
Ancestral Category
Africa

Men (47%)

Women (53%)

Total

16 (11.9%)

8(6.0%)

24(18.0%)

0 (0%)

5 (3.7%)

5 (3.7%)

18 (13.4%)

20 (14.9%)

38 (28.4%)

10 (7.5%)

9 (6.7%)

19 (14.2%)

Mixed

8 (6.0%)

9 (6.7%)

17 (12.7%)

Other

1 (0.7%)

1 (0.7%)

2 (1.5%)

10 (7.5%)

19 (14.2%)

29 (21.6%)

63

71

134

Asia
Europe
The Americas

Unsure
Total

Percentages are based on total of 134.
This researcher was interested in seeing if there was a significant difference
between the black and white participants’ responses to survey item 4 (Table 4.18). Due
to sample size, the Hispanic, Mixed-Race, Mongoloid, and Other categories of survey
participants (5.5% of the survey population who provided their own race on the survey
sheet) were excluded from this statistical test, which requires at least a sample size of 5.
The chi-square test found no significant difference between these two samples of
responses (χ² = 7.143, degrees of freedom= 6, p-value = 0.308).
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Table 4.18 Breakdowns of Categories by Respondent’s Race for the Ancestry of the
Facial Reconstruction
Ancestral
Black
White
Hispanic Mixed
Other Mongoloid
Category
(64%)
(30.5%) (1.5%)
(1%)
(1.5%) (1.5%)
Total
19
5
0
0
0
0
24
Africa
(14.5%) (3.8%)
(0%)
(0%)
(0%)
(0%)
(18.3%)
3
1
0
0
0
1
5
Asia
(2.2%) (0.8%)
(0%)
(0%)
(0%)
(0.8%)
(3.8%)
25
10
1
0
1
0
37
Europe
(19.1%) (7.6%)
(0.8%)
(0%) (0.8%)
(0%)
(28.2%)
7
9
0
0
1
1
18
The Americas
(5.3%) (6.9%)
(0%)
(0%) (0.8%)
(0.8%)
(13.7%)
10
7
0
0
0
0
17
(7.6%) (5.3%)
(0%)
(0%)
(0%)
(0%)
(13.0%)
Mixed
1
0
0
0
0
0
1
(0.8%)
(0%)
(0%)
(0%)
(0%)
(0%)
(0.8%)
Other
19
8
1
1
0
0
29
(14.7%) (6.1%)
(0.8%)
(0.8%)
(0%)
(0%)
(22.1%)
Unsure
Total

84

40
2
1
2
Percentages are based on total of 131.

2

131

Additionally, of the total surveyed population in this study (134 participants),
three participants were excluded from this sample because they did not disclose their
race. Figures C.1, C.2, C.3 and C.4 illustrate the graphic comparisons of these data
(Appendix C).
4.4 References to Facial Features
The majority of the students referenced at least one facial feature in their response
to survey item 5, “reflect on what you see in the pictures with regard to race and/or
ancestry and describe below. (Please be as detailed as possible).” This survey item
required participants to observe the images with their understanding of ancestry and/or
race in mind. Before conducting the survey, the author of this current research selected
five facial features, which included the cheeks, chin, eyes, lips, and nose. Each of these
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facial features was counted only once per survey participant who referenced that feature
in his or her response to survey item 5 (Table 4.19).
Table 4.19 Participants’ Reference to Facial Features
Facial Feature

LSU

SU

Total

Nose

45

39

48

Lips

30

17

47

Eyes

8

14

22

11

5

16

Chin

3

1

4

N/A

21

19

40

Cheeks

Of each set of surveys, the nose and the lips were the most frequently referenced
facial features. On both campuses, the nose was referenced the most, with 45 participants
at LSU and 39 participants at SU referencing this feature in his or her response. The
facial feature that was referenced the least was the chin. In total, 40 respondents, 21 at
LSU and 19 at SU, referenced no facial feature in their response to this survey item.
Figures D.1, D.2 and D.3 illustrate the graphic comparisons of these data (Appendix D).
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
5.1 Metric vs. Non-Metric Interpretation
The findings for race and ancestry based on the metric results of the FORDISC 3
software (Black) and those of the cranial non-metric tests (American Indian) are
dissimilar and contrast with the data provided as a result of the survey responses (white).
When conducting the non-metric assessments, this researcher found that the majority of
the non-metric traits on this young woman’s skull would classify her as an American
Indian. However, when comparing the female decedent’s craniometric information to
that of identified profiles in the FORDISC database, the results consistently classified her
as a black female except in the instance when the profiles for black women were
excluded from the comparison. In fact, both of these tools for human identification have
drawbacks, which is why it is difficult for anyone to rely solely on just a single method
for assessing the race of any unidentified decedent.
In the non-metric assessments, while 11 of the 19 cranial traits fell into the
category of American Indian, six of the 19 fell into the category of white and two of the
19 fell into the category of black (Appendix F). While 11 is a little more than half of the
total (57.8%), this researcher does not feel that it is a high enough percentage to solely
classify her as an American Indian. In the FORDISC method, the issue of concern
surrounds the percentage of individuals that the FORDISC software correctly identified.
Of the 245 profiles (split across the Amerindian, black, Hispanic, and white populations),
this software program initially classified 200 of the 245 individuals correctly (81.6%),
and of the population of black females in this database, the program identified 42 of the
56 individuals correctly (75.0%).
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Due to the percentage concerns of both methods, (57.8% of cranial non-metric
traits to classify her as American Indian and 81.6 % of accurately assessed black females
in FORDISC), one could not rely solely on the findings of one forensic method over the
other. Additionally, while both methods found particular assignments for race and
ancestry, several of the decedent’s measurements are close to the center for many of these
assignments (Appendices E and F),	
  indicating that she has a considerable degree of racial
admixture. For these reasons, this researcher must assume that these methods are fallible,
and classifies this unidentified decedent as a mixed-race female.
Currently, an admixture category for race as it relates to tissue-depth guidelines in
facial reconstruction is non-existent, and it would seem to be a difficult task to create
such a category that would have a universal following in the specialty of forensic art and
anthropology. Therefore, this researcher chose to follow the tissue-depth guidelines of
black females as a result of the information provided by the human identification tool that
relies on the metric information from the forensic case in this study (FORDISC); black
female was the assignment for ancestry that was most frequently generated by this
particular method. Due to the fact that deviations between the common categories of
established tissue depth tables for race is slight, the purpose of tissue depth markers is to
provide the substrate of the skull with guidelines that will help determine what this
unidentified decedent’s face would have looked like in life. The other primary factor in
creating a clay facial reconstruction is the artist’s craft, and how he or she applies his or
her skills to build a facial likeness of the decedent. The only way to know how accurate
the likeness may be comes with a positive identification of the remains. These are the
kinds of influences that exist in the current study and offer further insight for why the
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non-metric tests (American Indian), FORDISC (Black), and the survey responses
(White/European) all differed in the race/ancestry assignments that they suggested for the
unidentified decedent in this study.
5.2 Survey Interpretation
The results of the survey, for the most part, showed that the students of a
predominantly black institution (SU), overall, do not deviate significantly from the
students of a predominantly white institution (LSU) in the way in which they view race
and ancestry. The responses from the survey demonstrated no significant differences
between the responses of students from two universities of different racial demographics
(LSU and SU) except in the instance when their responses to race (Appendix A: Item 3)
were separated and analyzed between campuses (Table 4.7). Interestingly enough, within
this same campus comparison, there was not a significant difference in the students’
responses regarding the decedent’s ancestry (Table 4.16). When the answers to the race
and ancestry questions were separated by respondents’ sex as well as by their own selfidentified race, there was not a significant level of difference (Tables 4.8, 4.9, 4.17, and
4.18). The assignment for significance in these chi-square tests was only assigned to
those with a p-value that was less than .05. In this study, the responses for race between
the campuses were significant; however, the p-value (p=0.049) was very close to the
significance level (p=0.05). This conclusion is based on the 5% significance level and
the rounding method of using three significant digits. If these two arbitrary decisions
were different (using two significant digits), the results would change (p = 0.05), and the
responses in this instance would not be significantly different.
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Although the comparison between the responses for race when separated by
campus were significantly different, the p-value may have very well been different if
more surveys had been conducted or if the sample sizes were higher or lower. The same
can be said about the other five chi-square tests conducted in this study whose p-values
were greater than .05, thus indicating no significant difference. For example, the chisquare test was conducted for the responses to race between the campuses without
condensing the labels that the respondents gave for the decedent’s race. However, in this
instance, the chi-square test continued to find no significant difference between the
responses (p=0.489).
Of the seven items in the survey used in this research, items 3, 4, and 5 addressed
the clay facial reconstruction directly. Questions 3 and 4 asked survey participants to
determine the ancestry and race of the woman represented in the images, and item 5
called upon the person to assess his or her knowledge and/or beliefs of race and ancestry.
Many of the ideas behind race and ancestry that exist in society became readily apparent
to this researcher as a result of survey participants’ responses to these three items alone.
The responses to survey item 5 in particular provide valuable insight into how many of
these ideas are shaped (Appendix G).
In reexamining some elements of the survey protocol, several factors could have
influenced the level of participation that was received in this research. The fact that the
person conducting the survey was a student might have been more beneficial to the goal
of soliciting participation from other students - peers. If the person administering the
survey had been a professor, it might have taken more than simply uttering “Hello,
ma’am/sir. Would you like to take a survey?” as students may tend to relate to their peers
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more than other individuals such as those whose title or profession creates a mental label
that would put them on an authoritative level. When considering the participation
between the two campuses, it was more difficult to gather participation for this survey on
the campus of Southern University due to what this researcher believes was the lack of
one’s own enrollment as a student on that campus. When some students did come to the
table, they would inquire about details of this survey and the credentials of the researcher
conducting it. It was interesting that as soon as some of the students were informed that
this author was a student at LSU or if they saw the contact information from the LSU
Institutional Review Board on the top of the survey, as it was mandatory to include for
informative purposes to each participant, many SU students declined to participate in the
survey.
On the other hand, sex and race may have worked in this researcher’s favor, as
more of the students who were initially attracted to the survey table and completed the
survey were African-American females at SU. Although Southern University is a
historically and predominantly black educational institution, it was the African-American
or black female survey participants on both campuses (LSU and SU) who tended to linger
around and talk more about the topics contained in the survey, and they were the ones
who frequently provided their name and contact email in the space provided on the
survey form. This researcher believes that being an African American male and
conducting the survey on a campus with a predominantly African American student
population worked in his favor. While there were only eight more females than males
who participated in this survey in total, this author will not rule out the idea that being a
male benefitted the level of participation to a certain extent. In the future, more survey

	
  
53	
  

participants would be useful to be better able to conduct statistical comparisons in
evaluating how representative these survey samples are of the larger student populations
of each campus. With the current number of LSU male students (26 or 36.6% of
respondents) who participated in this research, this sample is significantly
unrepresentative of the total population of males enrolled at LSU in the spring, 2010,
semester (12,830 or 48.8% of all students) (LSU 2010).
On both campuses, the students who took the survey provided a diverse array of
racial and ancestral designations for the woman represented by the facial reconstruction.
However, white and European were the labels that the highest numbers of students on
both campuses gave in their responses. Some researchers and scholars alike would argue
that some of the terms provided to designate the woman’s race are actually ancestral
designations, and vice versa. In the personal opinion of this researcher, AfricanAmerican is a term that should not be used to designate a person’s ancestry. Instead,
African should be the ancestral label because African-Americans, synonymous with
black-Americans or African Negroes (Jim-Crow era terminology), are understood by this
researcher to be individuals who have ancestral origins in the black populations of the
continent of Africa. Another example that can be used to discuss the issues surrounding
this dilemma of terminology is the label Indian that survey participants used to designate
the woman’s race and, in some instances, her ancestry. The question that should be asked
here is “What does the survey participant mean by the term Indian: Native American or
from the country of India?” It was not the goal of this researcher to attempt an
interpretation of what the survey participant meant explicitly, and for this reason if the
person wrote Indian as his or her response to the Ancestry question, the answer was
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placed in the condensed category of Asia for ancestry and not the condensed category,
the Americas. Only if the respondent labeled the women as a Native American or
explicitly stated that she was an American Indian would this researcher have placed that
particular response in the condensed category of the Americas for ancestry.
The dilemma surrounding terminology of race in this current research, as well as
across various academic disciplines, is simply a matter of personal beliefs of and
differences of opinion between scholars and researchers alike, and it seems this same
dilemma prevails in society. In the specialty of forensic art, it seems less stressful to this
researcher to work within the confines of this dilemma by using terminology that may be
more efficient descriptively for the goal of positive human identification. Due to this
dilemma and the fact that there was some overlap in terminology between the responses
to questions 3 and 4 of this particular research survey, it was more useful for this author
to condense the lists by creating broader categories to encompass the designations for
race and ancestry.
In formulating the seven broader categories for race, factors such as skin color,
traditional anthropological ideas of race, as well as what students explicitly wrote in their
answers, were factored into the decisions. Therefore, the category “black”, for example,
relied primarily on ideas about skin color and so did the category “white” when this
researcher organized the condensed categories. The use of the “Mongoloid” category in
this research relies upon the definitions surrounding the classification of the peoples of
Eastern and Northern Asia as well as the Native Indians of the American continents
(George 1993, Gruner 1993, Novotny et al. 1993, Taylor 2001, Wilkinson 2004). The
category “mixed-race” relied heavily upon what students wrote in their response to
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question 3. This particular category includes those labels that were indicative of
respondents believing the woman for whom the reconstruction represents is mixed. Thus,
it includes race labels such as “mixed-race” or “racially ambiguous” as well as those
labels that indicated a combination of two larger ancestrally-distinct groups such as
blacks or Indians (hence why the response black-Indian is included in this condensed
category).
As introduced in Chapter 2, the decision to create a “Hispanic-Race” category
was motivated by the research of several scholars who have been working to improve the
methods for identifying Hispanics in the forensic record. Also a “Hispanic Races”
category was necessary as none of the other categories, not even “mixed-race”, were
adequately inclusive of Hispanic populations.
This researcher found it most efficient to organize the answers to survey item 4 in
the way of continental categories for ancestry. Therefore, ancestral designations such as
“African” or “black” fell under the continental category of “Africa” while designations
such as “Jewish”, “German”, and “Spanish” fell under the “Europe” ancestral category.
Labels such as “Asian” and “Indian” fell under the “Asia” category; the “Native
American” label was the only label in this research to fall under the ancestral category of
“The Americas” as they are an indigenous American group, and the “Mixed-Ancestry”
category included labels such as “Mixed” and “Mulatto”.
In both sets of condensed categories, the use of the category “other” was used to
include the terms that highlight the fact that there are people in society that either
disagree with or feel that there is no such thing as race. Some of these labels included
“human” and “Neanderthal”, and the fact that some of the respondents who used these
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terms to designate the race and/or ancestry of the woman represented by the facial
reconstruction also discussed race as a social construct in their responses. The category
of “unsure” was provided to help organize the responses for race and ancestry in the
results of this research, and this category included anyone who explicitly stated that he or
she was “unsure” or “did not know”.
While one might infer that there exists a correlation in these results between the
number of students who believed the race of the woman represented by the facial
reconstruction was white and the number who believed she is of European ancestry, the
current author uses these findings as a way of validating the method he used to condense
the categories for race and ancestry in the previous chapter. Under this system of
categorization, if a student believes that a person is white, then it should follow that he or
she will believe that same person to be of a European ancestral background. If a student
believes that a person is black, then it should follow that he or she will believe that same
person to be of an African ancestral background. This by no way rules out the idea that
the person could have actually been mixed-raced or someone with a physical “blackness”
containing Native American or European elements in their bloodline; black in the system
of categorization used for this study is simply concerned with ideas of how a person
might have physically appeared (skin-tone) to the average person. The categories
“mixed” and “unsure”, as well as the category “other” containing those labels that may be
the result of a belief that race is a social construct, might account for the percentage
decrease between the race and ancestry questions.
What this author is especially interested in is what the survey participants wrote in
response to survey item 5, as the information contained in the responses to this survey
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item offer more insight behind various ideas and understandings of race and ancestry.
This researcher counted the facial features that each student referenced in his or her
response because facial features are what most people rely on to make such important
determinations, whether they are the average person in society or the trained
physical/forensic anthropologist. The nose and the lips were the most frequently
referenced facial features, with the nose being referenced the most and almost doubling
all other facial features in the responses from the SU set of surveys. However, this
researcher was more surprised at the fact that stereotypes, some of which may be found
offensive, still exist today, and many respondents used these stereotypes with confidence
in supporting their answers to questions 3 and 4. A couple of the examples of the
stereotypical phraseology from the responses include “I know the woman in the picture is
not black because she has a long nose which is skinny and pointed. Blacks always have a
flat and wide nose” and “I feel she is a black American because of her facial features.
Most black Americans have big lips and a wider nose”. These and others were written in
the responses to survey item 5 and are recorded in the appendices section of this
manuscript (Appendix G).
Additionally, in the statement “I thought that since darker eyes are more
characteristic of Jewish individuals that this woman would more than likely fall into that
ethnic group”, one survey participant is using eye color to support his or her ancestral
determination (survey item 4) for the woman represented by the clay facial
reconstruction. However, in the facial reconstruction process, selecting the color of the
prosthetic eyes that will be used cannot be done so by the specialist with this kind of
thinking. This is not suggesting that artistic convention predetermines public perception
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of race and/or ancestry. It is simply one of the tools for producing an efficient image of
the clay facial reconstruction. The selection of the hue of clay, in addition to being a
matter of choice, also falls under this method of artistic convention as billboards and
other public and media outlets are integral in getting images of completed facial
reconstruction into the public eye to assist in the human identification process. In this
day and age, even eye color can be misleading in facial reconstruction(s) in the human
identification process. Brown is the eye color frequently chosen in facial reconstructions,
as brown is the dominant eye color. Also, brown photographs well.

Figure 5.1 Brown Eye Color Selection for the Prosthetic Eyes

5.3 Conclusions
In conclusion, the motivation behind this research comes from this author’s desire
to better understand the different ideas behind the concepts of race and ancestry and how
those ideas vary between people of different backgrounds. A public survey (Appendix
A) was the research tool used by the current author to arrive at this deeper understanding.
Overall, the responses from the survey demonstrated no significant differences between
the students of two universities of different racial demographics (LSU and SU) except in
their responses, when specifically divided by campus, regarding the race of the
unidentified decedent for whom the facial reconstruction in this study represents (Table
4.7).
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In learning about the wide range of ideas behind race and ancestral
classifications, it occurred to this author that race and ancestry are complex concepts that
one would be forced to come to terms with in order to continue to work in the fields of
forensics, especially in the specialty of anthropology and forensic art. Determining race
and ancestry is becoming more complex with each generation as people of various races
and ancestral backgrounds procreate both within and outside of their race or what they
believe to be their race. The human identification methods (cranial non-metric tests and
FORDISC 3) used in this study differed in the racial/ancestral information (black and
American Indian), that each suggested for the decedent who was the subject of focus, and
these labels clashed with the ideas (white/European) of the survey respondents. The
aforementioned is the dilemma for forensic specialists in their attempts to sort out cases
such as the one discussed in this study, and it is the result of the extensive spectrum of
variation in society by which people think about themselves, their heritage, and identity.
Future research on this topic should be motivated by questioning if scientific practices are
sufficient enough to capture this issue — an issue which is also socially scientific.
Due to the continued blending and mixing of groups across the globe, many
individuals, including the current author, are becoming compelled to believe that the
categories of race are becoming more inaccurate. With the vast array of factors involved
in the system of race designation, individuals essentially can have two or more racial
designations, a scientific designation and a socially constructed self-imposed designation.
Therefore, determining a person’s race and ancestry has become an arduous task. This is
especially evident for individuals of admixture such as the unidentified female decedent
in this study. Added to that, individuals in the public sphere are guided by stereotypes,
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depictions in television, folklore, and even hearsay in their understanding of race and
ancestry in many instances (Appendix G). However, it is this very public sphere
(society) that forensic artists and forensic anthropologists rely heavily upon to aid them in
the identification process. These concerns alone call for future research that critically
assesses and re-evaluates race classification as is currently known.
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APPENDIX A: RESEARCH SURVEY
Classification: __________________________________________________________
Major: ________________________________________________________________
Sex: MALE ________

FEMALE_______ (check one)

Race: _____________________________________
Ethnicity: __________________________________________
Please respond to the following:
1. Please define race.

2. Please define ancestry.

3. What is the race of the woman represented in the images?

4. What is the ancestry of the woman represented in the images?
5. Reflect on what you see in the pictures with regard to race and/or ancestry and
describe below. (Please be as detailed as possible):

6. Are you willing to speak with me further about this topic by participating in an
interview at a later date? Y___
N___
7. If you answered YES to item 6, please provide the following contact information:
Name: ___________________________ Email Address: ____________________
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APPENDIX B: GRAPHIC COMPARISONS OF RACE DESIGNATIONS OF THE
FACIAL RECONSTRUCTION

Figure B.1: Comparison of Surveyed Population for Race Designation - CAMPUS

Figure B.2: Comparison of Surveyed Population for Race Designation - SEX

	
  
68	
  

Figure B.3: Comparison of Surveyed Population for Race Designation –
RACE (Black vs. White Participants)

Figure B.4: Comparison of Surveyed Population for Race Designation – RACE
(All Participants)
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APPENDIX C: GRAPHIC COMPARISONS OF ANCESTRY DESIGNATIONS
OF THE FACIAL RECONSTRUCTION

Figure C.1: Comparison of Surveyed Population for Ancestry Designation
– CAMPUS

Figure C.2: Comparison of Surveyed Population for Ancestry Designation
- SEX
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Figure C.3: Comparison of Surveyed Population for Ancestry Designation –
RACE (Black vs. White Participants)

Figure C.4: Comparison of Surveyed Population for Ancestry
Designation – RACE (All Participants)

	
  
71	
  

APPENDIX D: GRAPHIC COMPARISONS OF FACIAL FEATURE
REFERENCES

Figure D.1: Comparison of Facial Feature References-LSU

Figure D.2: Comparison of Facial Feature References- SU
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Figure D.3: Comparison of Facial Feature References- LSU vs. SU
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APPENDIX E: FORDISC 3.1 DATA
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APPENDIX F: CHART FOR ASSESSING NON-METRIC TRAITS
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APPENDIX G: RESPONSES TO SURVEY ITEM 5
5. Reflect on what you see in the pictures with regards to race and/or ancestry and
describe below. (Please be as detailed as possible):
-Large nose, big forehead, narrow eyes and small ears. Same as whites
-In the picture I observed that you can stereotype a person based on their facial features in
regards to their race and ancestry. I know the women in certain races have been
frequently described as having longer noses and wider lips than other races, and this
played a factor in my decisions.
-The wide nose and full lips would indicate that the woman is black, but the fact that the
hair is straight and brown eyes, she can possibly be Jewish based on stereotypes because
that’s the only way to make judgment with the given photographs.
-If one just looks at the pictures and goes by stereotypes, one would think she is black.
But with the many mixtures of race, she can be o f many different ancestries.
-She seems to be an African American because of her bold features and thick hair.
-She has brown eyes, big nose and lips make me think she is from the Southern states of
USA. She has thick hair and she looks like she has something else in her other than
African American.
-She has thick eyebrows, a big nose, a black person ears.
-Well it seems as this lady in the picture has a huge nose, which is skinny and pointy.
This makes me know she isn’t black, due to the fact blacks always have a flat and wide
nose. Her cheekbones are high, her eyes skinny, which makes me think of either a white
person or a foreigner.
-I feel she is a black American because of her facial features. Most black Americans
have big lips and a wider nose.
-Pointed nose is found mostly in Caucasians. Her skin is white. She’s got a white hair.
-It’s difficult to determine her ancestry, but she certainly has “Black” features.
-The pictures depict a woman that is of black or African descent. Her nose makes me
think that.
-Brown eyes which women for African American or African people. Full lips. Nose
may lead towards believing this is a white woman. Also hair looks straight and thin,
white female.
-The hair leads me to believe that the person isn’t African American. Similar facial
features such as the nose and lips leads me to believe that this person is of a Native
American heritage.
-White female, with a long nose.
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-The woman looks African American from the front but appears Caucasian from the side.
Her hair also led me to believe she was a Caucasian.
-Big nose, high cheekbones.
-Long nose, small lips, laid down straight hair.
-The pictures reflect 3 different races of women. I would conclude that the lady is from
Native American descent!
-Depending on the hairstyle. I expect this woman to be more Indian than black.
-Looks like a middle age white woman who is about middle class and a smoker.
-The picture depicts someone with a real pointed nose. Stereotypes have made me believe
that this is a white person. The hair of the person is straight for the most part, also telling
me there is a great possibility that the person is white. I really can’t tell the ancestry.
-She has a wide nose and full lips.
-She looks Jewish because of her nose.
-Brown eyes are common among Black people. Big lips.
-The size of the brow. The size of the nose. The slightly slopped jaw line.
-The woman has ethnic features such as big eyes such as big ears and a broad nose,
usually associated with being black. Thin lips that are associated with European features.
And straight hair, either of European descent or “relaxed” with chemicals.
-Inside the picture I couldn’t really tell what type of race she was. Because biologically
she had many features.
-The woman looks to be Native American or European because of the nose. Her hair also
looks Native American.
-Her hair is laid indicating black, yet she has what seems to be white features.
-The reason that I think that the picture is of African American origin is because of the
big nose and big lips. Also, the eyes are of a brown color.
-Nose, hair looks Irish.
-I see a woman that looks of multicultural descent and of multi-lineal heritage. She looks
as she could have been of African heritage, but incorporated with more of a European
ancestry.
-I believe that the lady in the image is not relevant to my race and ancestry.
-She has a long slender nose. It looks like she has fine hair texture.
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-In the pictures to me it looks like the lady is a mixed lady. She has the features of both
African Americans and Caucasians.
-Based on the pictures and the woman’s facial features I came to the conclusion that she
was Caucasian.
-I see a white American female with features of a black American.
-Brown eyes, large forehead, thin hair, large nose, wide face, big lips, high cheekbones.
-Looks like a mix of a lot of characteristics people associate with certain races. Long face
= white, eyes = Asian, nose = African.
-Long nose. Skinny lips.
-I say she is white because of the point of her nose and hair texture.
-I see a brown eyed, stringy hair woman with a long nose. She looks older. Maybe in her
40’s and 50’s.
-I believe the women in the photographs are Caucasian of European background. The
long nose and clumpy hair also the fine strands of hair make her appears Caucasian.
High cheekbones in the side view also lead me to believe this about the woman.
-I see a strong minded woman.
-If I go off of looks, I would say black. But I can’t say in regard to ancestry.
-I noticed the ladies’ nose and brown eyes.
-Big Lips and wide nose.
-Small lips, thin long nose, small ears, these are all things that are characteristics of
Anglo-Saxons.
- A large nose.
-Profile of woman: Pointy nose, “small” lips, big ears. She carries white features.
Straight forward shot: Wider nose, “fuller” lips, round face – “black features”.
-I see a woman that his hardworking. Her facial feature represent where her family was
from. (Evolution).
-Nose and eyes.
-What I see is a nose that resembles an African American and brown eyes that go with it.
But it could be someone of mixed race due to the side profile.
-Really not sure. But the brown eyes, short hair, and pointed nose are some of the things
I see in myself.
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-Round shape of the eyes. Color of clay (skin tone?). Large protruding nose. Textures
of hair (race because of clay).
-Certain facial features may indicate an ancestry and predict its likelihood, but nothing
stands out to me as being an identifier of any particular background.
-Her eyes are brown and she has big lips indicating one might be black.
-Long nose. Thin lips. Medium length hair. Rounded face.
-I hate when people are classified according to “race”. We are all the same species –
Homo sapiens, thus the same. We do however, have to have different ancestors due to
the fact that we are from different places with different cultures.
-Each background of the human race has distinguishing characteristics. These
characteristics are stereotypes but still show partial reality. I stated Jewish above because
of the size and shape of the nose, African because of the fullness of the lips and Indo
European on account of the straight wavy hair and bone structure of the face.
-Race – physical features, i.e., nose, hair, facial makeup. Ancestry – bone structure.
-When I seen the structure of the nose and lips it made me determine the race of the
woman.
-When I first saw the pictures, I actually thought this person could be have been a male. I
think that the characteristics could be one’s of any race. I think this survey ha a lot to do
with racial preferences and possibly trying to show/prove racism among our society
today.
-She looks to be of Native American descent.
-The woman has a long nose and relatively thinner lips. Also, what appears to be straight
hair.
-From the side, the nose looks pointy and the face looks skinny, but from the front the
jaw looks more rounded and the nose looks wider. Also, the eyes are a dark color,
leading me to believe this person has a lot of pigment in their skin. The pointy nose from
the side makes me believe Native American, but the wide nose from the front makes me
believe African. The lips look slender from the side, but from the front they look big and
thick. The combination of eyes, lips, and nose has made me decide African.
-Based on race, her brown eye color and her bone structure.
-Difficult to determine either. Dark, almond shaped eyes make me think Native
American, but elongated sharp featured nose threw me off. Lack of hair color also makes
choice difficult. Ancestry easier since you can name multiple sources – choosing a single
race is difficult.
-I see brown eyes but then I see a large pointy nose.
-White skin. Straight hair.
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-I see her lips are large and nose, her skin isn’t white nor black, therefore I can’t define as
anything positively due to the variability in her attributes.
-Brown eyes. Older features. Oval, long face.
-From the pictures, this lady looks to be an African American. She looks like she is 20-30
years old.
-My initial guess (ignoring the hair) I guessed she is of African descent (full lips, broad
nose), but her hair is straight and in profile picture her nose appears pointy, throwing out
my 1st guess. 2nd guess = Native American (race) because of facial structure and what her
hair type/texture appears to be.
-She is the median between two races, and has somewhat masculine features.
-She looks like a mix of black and white. She has a long nose from side but it is wider in
front. Her hair looks like a white person’s hair. Her lips look more like a black person’s.
I guess it is possible she is from Indian descent.
-The shape of her eyes. Her nose isn’t typically African yet it isn’t European either. Her
cheekbones do not protrude as much as someone of purely Native American ancestry.
-The woman may be Hispanic and her ancestry may be from the 1700s.
-High cheekbones. Slightly wider nose. Brown eyes.
-I would say it’s pretty hard for me to differentiate between race and ancestry. It’s hard
for me as a white, to label someone else as either African American or any other descent,
because I feel that I will offend or people will think that I’m automatically putting a
stereotype on them. As a white, someone may just label me as Caucasian, when I take a
standardized test, I must mark this box. However, I don’t feel that it says everything
about me. I am different.
-The overall look of the woman led me to trace her look to a specific place in Europe.
-Well brown eyes narrows it down to only a few races eliminating most of Europe
(white/Arian). Can’t be Asian because of eye shape. Otherwise what I see is that neither
race or ancestry can be attained from these pictures. We just have to assume.
-In the first picture it seems the woman is white with a heavy face, big wide nose, full
lips. The second image doesn’t look like the same person. The nose is long, and the
woman looks like an old white lady. The third image is close to the second, old white
lady.
-Different angles represent different possible races. Side view: I see the nose first and
assume this as a European – facial type. Frontal view: I see larger lips and wider nose
which make me think African American.
-Very noble. Appreciated but has a place in society.
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-I see the pictures as hard to identify the actual race/ancestry of the woman, She could
possibly be a mixture of more than one race, which in all helps to define ancestry.
-Broad nose leans towards African descent but the pointing the nose makes me think
she’s Native American. Small ears and full lips. Almond shaped eyes. Soft jaw line.
-I’m uncertain as to race. However, her nose is really sharp (I want to say Jewish, would
that be horrible?). She has straight hair – so don’t think she is of African descent.
-The woman seems to have medium-thick hair. Her cheekbones appear somewhat high.
Overall, the woman’s facial features seem more pronounced. Eastern Europeans and
Italians tend to have these facial features.
-African Americans’ traits are reflected in the woman’s mold. Well developed top and
bottom lips. Wide set nose. Eastern European: pointed nose, lack of chin, higher
hairline.
-Her nose is wide along with large, full lips. Her cheekbones are semi-hi showing signs
of Native American. However her side view shows some Caucasian features.
-The hairline would show someone in their middle age, between 40 and 52. The nose to
me had me think of previous encounters and pictures of certain Latin Americans.
Picturing the hair being longer at one point would allow me to think that this person has
some sort of Latin American descent or so.
-I see a woman who looks to be stoic and has some sort of European traits. I would
assume her skin color is white, and some physical features she has are large lips and a
wide, long pointed nose, thus making me believe she is of some sort of European
ancestry.
-This is a very unusual woman, with an odd shaped face, possibly a hermaphrodite or a
human from a very long time ago.
-Picture 1: African American; her nose and lips resemble that of a black woman. Picture
2: White; her nose/facial structures look like that of a white woman’s. Picture 3: Native
American.
-The lady has a pointy nose and Caucasian looking hair.
-The wide nose and dark brown eyes are characteristics of an African American female.
The hair is of shorter length and contains a part which may be a style of hair she has.
-I like the idea of showing a picture where race and ethnicity are somewhat concealed.
It’s great because you can grasp an idea of what she looks like without knowing her skin
tone or “ethnicity”.
-These pics don’t give me a clear description of the race…it points pt a few details that
the surveyor wants me to observe…like the straight nose, the small lips…but these things
can, but don’t always define a person’s race…I can’t tell.
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-Her lips and nose are bigger than that of a typical white woman.
-I made my guess based on the facial features. Her keen nose but thicker lips made me
think that she is not of European or African descent. Her hair also does not seem very
coarse or thin either.
-Features are wider and more closely resembling negroid heritage. Not at all resembling
the Caucasian race. Skin was most likely dark. (Tropical or sub-Saharan climate?)
-Long cartilage nose. Wide set eyes. Thin lips.
-I think it’s impossible to make a judgment about either. I’ve lived in Asia and can see
how she’d be Asian. I also see features of different races as well and have come to learn
that judging one’s race/ancestry on looks is impossible.
-It’s difficult to decipher. The size of the nose and lips indicates an African American
ancestry but other traits make me not certain.
-Well, based on her nose and lips, from the front, I assumed she was African-American.
When looking at her nose from the side she appeared as if she was from Russia or
somewhere in Northern Europe.
-I can’t tell what race/ethnicity/ancestry the woman is because her features are generic
and her hair is the same color of her clay skin.
-Brown eyes, pronounced nose, and large lips all are very strong characteristics that point
to a strong ethnic background.
-She appears more as an amalgamation of “race” characteristics, or has such features
naturally that lead many to speculate she is from a different “race” than we might think.
-The woman has a thinner, longer nose than characteristic of a black, Asian, or
Hispanic/Latino person. She also has thin lips, and hair that is straight. I thought that
since darker eyes are more characteristic of Jewish individuals that this woman would
more than likely fall into that ethnic group.
-The shape of the nose, the shape of the lips, and the eyes are indicators of her ancestry in
my opinion.
-The side profiles make me see a Native woman – her cheekbones and eyes somehow
make me think Mongoloid. However, the frontal view is a little harder to see; I see more
of a mixture (black lips, white noise).
-The nose was very difficult to classify as belonging to just one race/ancestry. I see traits
belonging to multiple ancestries. The lips look more Black to me, but I am unsure.
-Pointed and sharp nose, thin lips, straight hair, oval eyes, light brown eyes: some traits
are of some European ethnic groups.
-The size of the nose and pointed nose. Also, the hairline and cheekbones. Also, the
chin.
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-The image of this woman reminds me of how our cultures and ethnicities are constantly
blending and the idea of ethnicity and race is slowly diminishing.
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